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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Restriction to one of the following inventions is required under 35 U.S.C. 1 21 : 

I. Claims 1-20,22-25,28,30,31 ,35,37 and 38 are drawn to a method for 
enumerating a set of parameters in arrays, classified in class 709, subclass 313. 

II. Claims 21 and 41 are drawn to a system for enumerating a set of 
parameters in arrays, classified in class 709, subclass 245. 

III. Claims 26,27,29,32-34,36,39 and 40 are drawn to a computer program to 
perform the steps of enumerating a set of parameters within other programs, 
classified in class 709, subclass 329. 

The inventions are distinct, each from the other because of the following reasons. 
Invention III, II and I are related as subcombinations disclosed as usable together 
in a single combination. The subcombinations are distinct from each other if they 
are shown to be separately usable. In the instant case, invention I has separate 
utility such as a method for enumerating a set of parameters in arrays. Invention 
II and III has separate utility such as a system, a computer program and an 
integrated circuit for enumerating a set of parameters in arrays respectively. See 
MPEP 806.05(d). 

Because these inventions are distinct for the reasons given above and have 
acquired a separate status in the art, by their different classification, different 
searches and their divergent subject matter, and the search required for group I 
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is not required for group II and III, restriction for examination purposes as 
indicated is proper. 

During a telephone conversation with Mr. David Bahler on November 7, 
2003 a provisional election was made with traverse to prosecute the invention of 
I, claims 1-20,22-25,28,30,31,35,37 and 38. Affirmation of this election must be 
made by applicant in replying to this office action. Claims 21,26,27,29,32-34,36, 
39-41 are withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner, 37 CFR 
1.142(b), as being drawn to a non-elected invention. 

2. Claims 1-20,22-25, 28,35,37 and 38 are presented for examination. Claims 21 , 
26,27,29,32-34,36, 39-41 are non-elected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1-20,22-25,28,30,31 ,35,37 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 
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The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

6. Claims 1-10, 12-18, 20,22,23,28 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Lyer et al. (hereinafter Lyer). 

7. As per claim 1 , Lyer shows a method, comprising: enumerating a set of 
parameters (e.g. col. 1 , lines 5-7); providing an indication in a first set of arrays of 
whether to acquire from a first program portion an information associated with one or 
more parameters of the set of parameters, in response to a second program portion 
issuing a query to a third program portion for identifying the one or more parameters 
(e.g. col. 9, lines 4-13); populating a second set of arrays in an image of the first set of 
arrays with the information received from the first program associated with the one or 
more parameters, in response to a request from the second program portion (e.g. col. 4, 
lines 39-62); 

Evaluating the third program portion by utilizing the information associated with the one 
or more parameters from the second set of arrays to derive an output from the third 
program portion for return to the second program portion; and conveying the output 
from the second program portion to the first program portion (e.g. Figure 2). 

8. As per claim 16, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 
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9. As per claim 22, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

10. As per claim 23, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

11. As per claim 28, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

12. As per claim 2, Lyer shows the method, wherein providing the indication includes 
setting a respective flag to either a first value or a second value in the first set of arrays 
for each of the set of parameters by the third program portion (e.g. col. 5, lines 12-22). 

13. As per claim 3, Lyer shows the method where the first value indicating to the 
second program portion to seek the information associated with the one or more 
parameters, and the second value indicating to the second program portion not to seek 
the information associated with the one or more parameters (e.g. col. 5, lines 41-51). 

14. As per claim 4, Lyer shows the method wherein populating with the information 
includes filling a value obtained from the first program portion in the second set of 
arrays corresponding to the one or more parameters with their said flags having the first 
value (e.g. col. 8, lines 5-17). 

1 5. As per claim 5, Lyer shows the method where the value for each of the one or 
more parameters of the set of parameters is loaded in a location in the second set of 
arrays responsive to said query to third program portion for determining a type of data 
required at said location (e.g. col. 5, lines 55-60, since B's exception handlers are a 
subset of C's, then it is inherent that C determine data types). 

16. As per claim 6, Lyer shows the method wherein the first program portion includes 
an application program for electronic design automation (It is an inherent property of 
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Lyer's system to include an electronic design automation program as any of the 
operating programs). 

1 7. As per claim 7, Lyer demonstrates the method wherein the second program 
portion includes an operable interface with the first program portion (an operable 
interface is an inherent property of Lyer's system, without an operable interface 
between the first and second portion programs communications would not have been 
possible). 

18. As per claim 8, it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 

19. As per claim 9, Lyer describes the method wherein the model includes one or 
more active models, each active model having a dataset and an algorithmic content (It 
is an inherent property of any program portion to have a dataset and algorithmic 
content). 

20. As per claim 10, Lyer describes the method, wherein the plurality of rules 
includes a plurality of non-application specific core algorithms, each non-application 
specific core algorithm having one or more application specific functions associated with 
the first portion (e.g. col. 8, lines 27-42). 

21 . As per claim 12, Lyer shows the method, wherein the first program portion 
communicates with the third program portion through the second program portion 
utilizing a parameter block interface (e.g. col. 3, lines 28-36). 

22. As per claim 13, Lyer describes the apparatus wherein the parameter block 
interface is used to evaluate said one or more parameters either for a single element or 
for a plurality of elements (e.g. col. 3, lines 28-36). 



Application/Control Number: 09/863,809 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2126 

23. As per claim 14, Lyer describes the method wherein the second program portion 
utilizing one or more transactions, and the second program portion communicates with 
the third program portion through at least one query call and at least one evaluate call 
(e.g. col. 5, lines 41-67). 

24. As per claim 15, Lyer describes the method wherein the second program portion 
communicates with the third program portion through one or more said query and 
evaluate calls in a shared workspace (e.g. col. 6, lines 25-39). 

25. As per claim 17, Lyer describes the method wherein the first plurality of arrays of 
said first data structure includes one or more predetermined parameter types and the 
second plurality of arrays of said first data structure includes a result parameter type 
(e.g. col. 7, lines 35-51, it is an inherent property of passing parameters between 
different parts of a program to keep track and store in arrays the first, second, third and 
the result parameter types). 

26. As per claim 18, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

27. Claims 20 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Sriram et al. (hereinafter Sriram). 

28. As per claim 20, Sriram teaches a method for evaluating a rule, comprising: 
Querying said rule to determine one or more requirements that need to be fulfilled by 
data such that said rule can be evaluated (e.g. col. 12, lines 38-41); utilizing a 
parameter block interface having one or more fields for passing the data to the rule (e.g. 
col. 12, lines 34-39); and filling the one or more fields of said parameter block interface 
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dynamically responsive to the one or more requirements of said rule (e.g. col. 46, lines 
46-51). 

29. As per claim 35, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

30. Claims 25, 31 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Tamaki. 

31 . As per claim 25. Tamaki shows an integrated circuit design in accordance with 
the method of claiml (e.g. page 2, paragraph 0013). 

32. As per claim 31 , it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

33. As per claim 38, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

34. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

35. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lyer in 
view of Kawas et al. (hereinafter Kawas). 

36. As per claim 1 1 , Lyer does not specifically show the method wherein the plurality 
of rules includes an electrical characteristics rule to determine a performance metric of 
an under test circuit. Kawas shows the method wherein the plurality of rules includes an 
electrical characteristics rule to determine a performance metric of an under test circuit 
(e.g. page 3, paragraph 35). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
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art to combine Lyer and kawas. The motivation would have been an integrated circuit 
design method for optimum parameter passing. 

37. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lyer in 
view of Vasudevan et al. (hereinafter Vasudevan). 

38. As per claim 19, Lyer does not specifically describe the method, wherein each of 
said first plurality of arrays of said first and second data structures having a first 
dimensionality determined dynamically, in response to the first plurality of parameters, 
and each of said second plurality of arrays of said first and second data structures 
having a second dimensionality determined dynamically, in response to the second 
plurality of parameters. Vasudevan teaches the method, wherein each of said first 
plurality of arrays of said first and second data structures having a first dimensionality 
determined dynamically, in response to the first plurality of parameters, and each of said 
second plurality of arrays of said first and second data structures having a second 
dimensionality determined dynamically, in response to the second plurality of 
parameters (e.g. col. 20, lines 36-50). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine Lyer and Vasudevan. The motivation would have been for the 
system to save system resources in order to optimize system performance. 

39. Claim 24 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lyer in view of Khou et al. (hereinafter Khou). 

40. As per claim 24, Lyer does not specifically teach the method further comprising 
verifying a design of an integrated circuit. Khou shows the method further comprising 
verifying a design of an integrated circuit (e.g. col. 1, lines 44-51). It would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Lyer and Khou. The motivation 
would have been to test the design of the integrated chip design to achieve parameter 
passing via an integrated circuit. 

41 . As per claim 30, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

42. Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sriram 
in view of Khou. 

43. As per claim 37, Sriram does not specifically teach the method further comprising 
verifying a design of an integrated circuit. Khou shows the method further comprising 
verifying a design of an integrated circuit (e.g. col. 1, lines 44-51). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Sriram and Khou. The motivation 
would have been to test the design of the integrated chip design to achieve parameter 
passing via an integrated circuit. 



Conclusion 

44. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 

applicant's disclosure. 

US Patent number 6,415,334 to Kanamori. 

US Patent number 6,173,388 to Abercrombie et al. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Farhood Moslehi whose telephone number is 703-305- 
8646. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on 703-305-8498. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-746-7239. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-306- 



5484. 





